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Introduction
In a broad sense, the term 'heritage language' can describe linguistic acquisition in many different contexts. Heritage speakers are a subset of all bilinguals, which is to say, heritage speakers are by definition bilinguals (if one assumes a nonrestrictive definition of bilingualism in the sense of Haugen (1953) ), but not all bilinguals are heritage speakers, at least in the sense intended here. Importantly, social circumstances constitute the main variables differentiating heritage speakers from other naturalistic bilinguals. Like all monolingual and childhood bilingual learners, heritage speakers are exposed naturalistically to the heritage language; however, this language is by definition a nonhegemonic minority language within a majority-language environment. Since the heritage language is the family language used and heard in restricted environments, there are varying degrees of deterministic consequences for the complete acquisition and / or maintenance of the heritage language, depending on when and how the societal majority language is introduced (i.e., simultaneously or successively). Although it is largely accepted that a heritage language learner need not be a fluent speaker of the heritage language, it is assumed that a heritage speaker has, to a greater or lesser degree, acquired some level of proficiency (Valdés, 2001) .
Terry Au and colleagues (Au, Knightly, Jun, & Oh, 2002; Oh, Jun, Knightly, & Au, 2003) have demonstrated that exposure to a heritage language as a child has benefits for phonological acquisition at a later age; however, they claim that there are no residual benefits for morphosyntax. Recently, Silvina Montrul (2005 Montrul ( , 2006 Montrul ( , 2007a has challenged these claims, demonstrating that heritage speakers of Spanish have advantages over age-and proficiency-matched L2 learners in selective morphosyntactic domains. This fact makes the linguistic educational needs of heritage learners uniquely different from the average L2 learner (Lynch, 2003; Potowski, 2005; Roca, 1997; Valdés, 1995 Valdés, , 1997 in that they are often very proficient speakers of the heritage language but lack functional literacy, which can have a multitude of linguistic and sociolinguistic consequences.
Beyond the important ramifications that linguistic studies have on heritage language teaching practices, pioneering work by Montrul (2002 Montrul ( , 2005 Montrul ( , 2007a and Polinsky (1997a Polinsky ( ,b, 2005 in this emerging field has demonstrated that studying heritage language learners' linguistic knowledge can also inform linguistic theory, specifically L2 acquisition theories that stress age as a deterministic variable in ultimate attainment. This article adds to the claims that studying heritage speakers' knowledge of specific grammatical domains can enlighten different areas of linguistic theory. I argue that studying highly proficient heritage language learners can inform theories of language change and dialectal variation by providing a test case for the predictions that these theoretical proposals make. I also argue that studying heritage speaker knowledge of particular grammatical properties has implications for the role of literacy in the acquisition process and thus informs acquisition theories as well.
If one takes the position that humans are genetically provided with the general structure of language and that the acquisition of a primary language has the same characteristics as any other type of natural growth, then it is reasonable to presume that language learners never need to become literate speakers to acquire the grammatical properties of their native language. Traditionally, this has been the stance of
The International Journal of Bilingualism generative linguistics, which envisions the process of language acquisition as a developmental interaction between the primary linguistic data to which one is exposed and the language faculty with which we are all hypothesized to be born. Many details aside, Universal Grammar (UG) delimits linguistic development and fills in the gaps between the underdetermined input of the environment and the ultimate attainment of particular language grammars (see Guasti, 2002) . However, getting from UG in the initial-state to the particular language grammar in the steady-state is entirely conditioned upon the learning of the language-specific lexicon (e.g., Chomsky, 1995 Chomsky, , 2000 . And so, if accurate, it seems logical to claim that the only external variable necessary to guarantee linguistic acquisition is sufficient exposure to input. 1 Mere observation provides robust evidence that literacy is indeed not needed in order to develop grammatical representations. If such were the case, then illiterate adults would unavoidably have very different grammars than literate adults. This, of course, is simply not true. In fact, one can acquire multiple languages without being literate in any, as evidenced by the case of multilingualism in illiterate societies. However, the idea that literacy does not affect mental grammatical representations oversimplifies the reality of language learning, which is to say, it idealizes a situation in which every speaker of any given language is exposed to homogenous input without dialectal variation. Despite significant syntactic dialectal differences between vernacular and standard dialects, the fact that all educated learners of a particular language come to know properties of the standard dialect absent from their colloquial dialect must mean that literacy in the standard dialect imparts some grammatical knowledge. This is not to suggest that conscious knowledge of grammatically different properties is necessary for their acquisition, but rather that formal education provides input of grammatical features missing from vernacular input. Furthermore, in such cases, literacy can have the added effect of camouflaging important evidence of language change, since education in the standard variety preserves grammatical properties that have ceased to exist in colloquial dialects, properties that are thus not acquired as part of the native dialect. This idea is tested in the present article via a comparison of knowledge of syntactic and semantic properties of inflected infinitives between different groups of Brazilian Portuguese (BP) acquirers: educated native speakers, advanced adult L2 learners, and untutored heritage-language learners. If it is true that colloquial dialects of BP have lost inflected infinitives (see Pires, 2002 Pires, , 2006 , being conserved in the standard dialect only, the heritage speakers would be the only group predicted to receive input in which they are absent, since unlike monolinguals and tutored adult L2 learners they do not receive formal education in the standard dialect and presumably have little access to it.
As it relates specifically to heritage language acquisition, the possibility that some native and heritage speaker competence disparities result from input differences and unequal formal education opportunities challenges the extent to which it is valid to suppose that all native / heritage competence differences can be explained by incomplete acquisition or attrition. While there is little doubt that incomplete acquisition and attrition exist and are explanatory for many native / heritage differences, it would take
The International Journal of Bilingualism longitudinal studies that are currently unavailable to really corroborate such assumptions, let alone distinguish properly between attrition (what was acquired and then lost), incomplete acquisition (what was available but simply not acquired) and issues related to input type (what could not be acquired given its absence in the input).
Taken together, the goals of the present study are: (a) to provide evidence in support of or against the idea that literacy and formal education can come to bear on underlying grammatical competence; (b) to confirm or disconfirm the claim that inflected infinitives have been lost in colloquial BP dialects (Pires, 2002 (Pires, , 2006 and (c) argue that heritage language acquisition studies must consider the input heritage speakers receive before making claims of attrition and / or incomplete acquisition to explain competence differences. This article is structured in the following manner. Section 2 details the predictions and goals of this project. It also details the relevant syntax and semantics of inflected infinitives, as well as how this knowledge is assumed to be acquirable within a UG frame-work. Section 3 discusses previous research. Section 4 describes the methodology, and the remaining sections present the data and discuss their implications.
Purpose and Background
In light of the fact that adult BP speakers reject inflected infinitives as part of their colloquial dialect and avoid them in favor of alternative finite grammatical forms, Pires (2002 Pires ( , 2006 with others (e.g., Botelho-Pereira, & Roncarati, 1993; Lightfoot, 1991; but see Da Luz, 1994; Salles, 2005) have argued that inflected infinitives have died out of colloquial native dialects of BP (different from the case of European Portuguese (EP), where they remain in all dialects). However, in light of the fact that inflected infinitives remain in standard BP, especially in formal writing, the media and high registers of speech in particular situations (e.g. in school and business), important questions arise regarding whether inflected infinitives are still acquired as part of BP native grammars, or if they are only an artifact of literacy / formal education (cf. Pires, personal communication) . If indeed colloquial BP dialects do not have inflected infinitives, then it is reasonable to assume that children receive little to no input that instantiates them. As a result, there are several acquisitional predictions whereby each of the following groups should have indeterminate knowledge of inflected infinitives, contrasting sharply with educated adult BP speakers (both native and non-native, see Rothman, & Iverson, 2007) : (a) adult native BP speakers who are not educated in standard Portuguese, (b) naturalistic BP L2 learners, (c) children before school-age and (d) BP heritage language adults not educated in the standard dialect. This article will focus on prediction (d).
Although the answer to this inquiry is an important one insofar as it brings much to bear on interrelated issues pertinent to formal acquisition, dialectal variation and language change theorizing, properly addressing and adequately answering it is no small task. Primarily, the difficulty in determining whether or not inflected infinitives are acquired as part of native colloquial BP grammars has to do with empirical measurement. In light of the abovementioned predictions, it perhaps seems easy to test. Firstly, one could test educated adult native BP speakers to see if they have knowledge of inflected infinitives. By testing these adult learners, however, we limit ourselves to a retrospective inference about the path of acquisition based on adult steady-state knowledge. That is,
The International Journal of Bilingualism the mere fact that adult BP learners have determinate knowledge of inflected infinitives tells us nothing about whether or not they are acquired as part of the native system (i.e., outside of schooling). Only in the case that inflected infinitives are not acquired by these speakers at all will testing adults reveal any significance in this regard, although it is hardly to be expected that adult speakers educated in standard BP where inflected infinitives are clearly conserved will not have acquired them at some point.
If formal education is necessary to acquire inflected infinitives, then testing people not formally educated in the BP standard dialect should reveal significant differences. By definition, the only monolingual Brazilian speakers not educated in standard BP are those who are entirely uneducated. In theory, one could test these speakers and compare their knowledge to educated counterparts. If only the latter group were to have knowledge of inflected infinitives, one could argue that they are not acquired as part of the native system. Nevertheless, one cannot ignore the fact that exposure to formal education is frequently confounded with socioeconomic status and IQ in adults. One way to separate out these factors would be to test BP children across a variety of ages from preschool to mid secondary levels. 2 Another approach could be to test speakers who have had clear exposure to higher education, but limited exposure to the target form, BP heritage speakers, allowing us to test prediction (d).
It is the latter scenario that is tested in this article, and for several reasons. Although there is a possibility for a role that interference (assuming the parents are themselves to some extent speakers of the socially dominant language) and variation may play in the input received by heritage speakers, this is also true for monolingual children. Ultimately, however, the results confirm that this was not the case. Examining the predictions for the case of heritage speakers not only addresses similar questions that investigating BP child acquisition would, but it also has the possible advantage of adding to the emerging field of heritage language acquisition in general. In the same vein, this methodology could highlight the resource that heritage speakers are for confirming or disconfirming theoretical claims about language change and literacy effects on grammatical competence. I contend that heritage language learners' knowledge can hold the key that unlocks the answer to this inquiry. This is because one of the most salient differences between highly proficient heritage language learners and age-matched monolinguals is the lack of formal education (in BP) of the former group only. If literacy is necessary to acquire inflected infinitives in BP, then the prediction is not only that preschool-aged children will not have target-like knowledge of inflected infinitives, but also that heritage speakers, irrespective of age, should have indeterminate 3 knowledge. Moreover, testing adult heritage speakers in comparison to educated adult natives
The International Journal of Bilingualism and L2 learners not only avoids the confound of education level and familiarity with formal testing situations, but also avoids confounds related to age, whether these be general exposure to the world or maturation of linguistic form (Wexler, 1992) since all participants are adults. This article investigates this prediction by testing heritage speakers and comparing their knowledge of inflected infinitive properties to data from Rothman and Iverson (2007) , which demonstrated that both educated native controls and classroom educated advanced L2 learners of BP have robust syntactic and semantic knowledge of inflected infinitives.
Inflected infinitives
Crosslinguistically speaking, Portuguese is a rare language in that it has two types of infinitives (differently from closely related languages such as French, Italian, and Spanish). Both types are tenseless, yet differentiated via a specification for person / number-Agr (inflected infinitives) or not (uninflected infinitives). In BP (unlike European Portuguese (EP), (see Raposo, 1987) only plural forms have corresponding overt morpho-phonological forms for person / number, as in (1).
(1) Singular Plural eu sai+ r +Ø nós sai+ r +mos você vocês ele sai+ r +Ø eles sai+ r +em ela elas 'I /you sg., he, she/we/you pl., they to leave +AGR'
These infinitival forms are not in free variation, which is to say, they have unique distributions and important syntactic / semantic differences. In some ways, inflected infinitives act like normal finite clauses, in that they take lexical subjects or null subjects, unlike uninflected infinitives, as can be seen in (2) I regret (pro) / they / PRO not to buy the house 'I regret (them) not buying the house.' However, as can be seen in (3) below, inflected infinitives are quite different from normal finite verbal constructions, yet somewhat similar to uninflected infinitival clauses in that they never take the complementizer que although they must occur in embedded clauses. Further distinguishing them from uninflected infinitives is their ungrammaticality as embedded interrogatives or relative clauses. There are significant syntactic and semantic differences between inflected and uninflected infinitives; for example, how they behave with respect to properties of control. Whereas uninflected infinitives display interpretive properties of obligatory control, inflected infinitives display properties of nonobligatory control (see Pires, 2001 Pires, , 2006 .
Since inflected infinitives have either a lexical or null subject, their subject must be disjoint in reference from any DP in the sentence; however, the subject PRO of uninflected infinitives must have a local c-commanding antecedent in the matrix clause, as can be seen in (4) With uninflected infinitives as in (6a), the elided material can only be interpreted with a sloppy reading, corresponding to "Felipe regrets his own leaving," as opposed to inflected infinitives as in (6b), for which the elided material must be interpreted with a strict reading of the ellipsis site, corresponding to "Felipe laments our leaving."
Additionally, there are differences between inflected and uninflected infinitives in terms of allowing (or not) split antecedents for embedded clause null subjects. Consider the following sentences in (7): (7) In (7a), PRO does not allow an interpretation where Eu and Leo can form a set that serves as its antecedent. Conversely, in (7b), the embedded pro must be coreferential with a set of elements that includes, at the very least, Eu and Leo. Crucially, in light of the plural Agr-morphology of the inflected infinitive, it may not be coreferential with Leo only.
Acquiring inflected infinitives
By all accounts of language acquisition (i.e., not only generative approaches), particular grammar (PG) properties can only be acquired insofar as there is some type of triggering evidence from the environmental input. Mentioning this fact is of no small consequence given the present discussion. That is, if indeed vernacular varieties of BP have lost inflected infinitives, then children (and even adults) exposed exclusively to these dialects simply have no recourse to acquire them. As a result, such claims are not only relevant for documenting dialect variation and linguistic change, but also have acquisitional consequences (such as those discussed in Section 2), making unequivocally verifiable / falsifiable predictions for specific instances of language acquisition. However, in noting that speakers must be exposed to input that provides relevant positive evidence
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Within Minimalism, parameters are located within the PG functional lexicon (Chomsky, 1995 (Chomsky, , 2000 . PG lexicons vary in terms of which functional categories and features (as well as the type of feature; e.g., interpretable vs. uninterpretable) they instantiate. In other words, language-to-language differences in feature composition related to language-specific morphology and functional categories are assumed to be the locus of parametric difference. Of course, these differences have a number of syntactic consequences. One such consequence is the possibility or not of inflected infinitives, which only a few languages, such as Portuguese, Galician, and some dialects of Sardian have (see Longa, 1994; Uriagereka, 1995) . Raposo (1987) and Quicoli (1988 Quicoli ( , 1996 demonstrated independently that the possibility of inflected infinitives is conditioned upon the interaction of a syntactic parameter (the [+null-subject] of the Null-Subject Parameter) and the positive setting of a morphological parameter (the Infl-parameter). Both Rapaso and Quicoli propose that the Infl structure is a morphological parameter of UG that contains values for Tense and Agr. Verbs can be valued as [±Tense] , [±AGR] . In light of Portuguese data, it is argued that finite Infl is specified for [+Tense] and an infinitival Infl is specified for [−Tense], independently of Agr. However, in the majority of the world's languages, such as English and Spanish, if Infl is finite it is necessarily specified for Agr and the converse also holds (i.e., when Infl is infinite it cannot be specified for Agr).
Raposo proposed that the positive value of the Infl-parameter in Portuguese allows for a free choice of [±Tense] in an Infl with Agr. Inflected infinitives, therefore, obtain from the possibility of having [[−Tense] Agr]. According to Raposo (1987, p. 92) , in the absence of [+Tense], Infl (or Agr in Infl) assigns nominative case to its subject if it itself is specified for case. 4 Verbal Agr is a set of interpretable Φ-features for number, person, and optionally case, mapped to a morpho-phonological form in null-subject languages only (Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou, 1998; Chomsky, 1981) . It follows then that a language with inflected infinitives taking nominative lexical subjects must be a null-subject language and that the choice of [±Tense] is free of the choice Agr [±case], as in (8). In pro-drop languages that also have the positive setting of the Infl-parameter (i.e., Portuguese and Galician, but not Spanish and Italian), the compilation of features as in (8d) is possible, and thus allows for infinitives that are inflected for person / number Agr. While being a [+ null-subject] language is a necessary condition to have inflected infinitives, it is hardly a sufficient condition to guarantee them, as evidenced by the fact
The International Journal of Bilingualism that the vast majority of pro-drop languages do not have inflected infinitives. And so, how do acquirers of Portuguese set the Infl-parameter to the positive setting? Pires (2001 Pires ( , 2006 ) applies Lightfoot's cue-scanning approach to language acquisition (Lightfoot, 1999) , in which the input is argued to be the locus for identifying the purported UG-given structural cues needed to set any given PG syntax. Although it must be acknowledged that cues in the sense of Lightfoot (1999) are fundamentally different from the notion of cues traditionally employed within associationist approaches to language acquisition, as in MacWhinney and colleagues ' Competition Model (MacWhinney, & Bates, 1989; MacWhinney, Leinbach, Taraban, & McDonald, 1989) , I join Rothman and Iverson (2007) in assuming a slightly different position in an effort to avoid any terminological confusion. Similar to Pires' account 5 and in line with minimalist assumptions, I assume that learners of Portuguese must acquire the correct feature composition of the different types of Portuguese inflectional morphology via exposure to them from input in order to converge on a grammar that permits finite verbal forms, uninflected and inflected infinitives. Since the positive setting of the Infl-parameter allows for tenseless Agr morphology, children must learn that Portuguese morphology can encode both tense and person / number or just person / number features.
A consequence of claiming that colloquial BP dialects do not have inflected infinitives is that it effectively claims that BP is negatively valued for the Infl-parameter. As a result, like Spanish and English, this means that there is only one type of verbal agreement morphology, which is always specified for tense. If this is true, colloquial BP input does not provide positive evidence that Agr can be independent of Tense. As a result, children exposed to colloquial BP only should have no recourse to acquire inflected infinitives. However, we know that learners educated in the standard dialect (be them native or advanced adult L2 speakers) come to acquire all relevant syntactic and semantic properties of inflected infinitives (Rothman, & Iverson, 2007) . If the claim that BP colloquial dialects have lost inflected infinitives is accurate, then formal education in the standard dialect is the variable that explains their acquisition in adult grammars.
Previous research and current direction
To my knowledge, there is only one study that has examined the acquisition of BP inflected infinitives. Rothman and Iverson (2007) tested adult learners of non-native BP and compared their knowledge of inflected infinitives to a group of educated BP natives. In interpretive tasks only, they demonstrated that formally educated adult L2 learners of BP performed exactly like formally educated native BP speakers, demonstrating clear knowledge of the syntax and semantics of inflected infinitives. Since inflected infinitives 5 I thank Acrisio Pires for pointing out to me that there are contexts in standard BP in which replacing an inflected infinitive with an indicative / subjunctive finite form would be really awkward, if not ungrammatical as in the embedded context of (i) and (ii): i) [Vocês terminarem esse trabalho] é mais importante do que nós sairmos para almoçar.
Notice that the right dislocated form is fine with a subjunctive (even so, only of the first inflected infinitive can -although it doesn't have to -be replaced, as in (ii)). Such a replacement would be extremely awkward in (i): ii) É mais importante [que vocês terminem esse trabalho] do que nós sairmos para almoçar.
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In light of the data from Rothman and Iverson (2007) , we know that formally educated BP natives and advanced L2 learners acquire the syntactic distribution and interpretive properties of inflected infinitives. This fact does not automatically invalidate the claim that colloquial BP dialects do not have inflected infinitives; in fact, it is perfectly consistent with such a claim. That is, in light of their exposure to the standard Portuguese dialect, it is not unexpected that educated natives and highly proficient tutored L2 learners would have knowledge of inflected infinitives (assuming the possibility of postcritical period parameter resetting for L2 learners); however, determining whether or not (a) inflected infinitives are acquired as part of the native BP system or (b) if formal education is a deterministic variable is not discernable from their data due to the level of education in the standard dialect of both groups. As a result, the data from Rothman and Iverson are neutral with respect to questions of dialectal variation and language change.
Theoretical proposals of syntax, dialectal variation and language change do not exist in a vacuum and, therefore, must be parsed against acquisition data. Insofar as they make predictions under particular acquisition contexts, the tenability of these proposals can only be authenticated in the case that these predictions are validated by controlled acquisition data. Although the data from Rothman and Iverson cannot be used to directly pursue questions of language change and the role of literacy in the acquisition of inflected infinitives, they can be used as a point of comparison against which data from heritage speakers could directly address these issues. Employing the same tasks with heritage language BP speakers who are differentiated from the native group from Rothman and Iverson by education in standard BP and from their adult L2 group by timing of acquisition and formal education, we can effectively attend to the question of whether or not inflected infinitives are only an artifact of the standard dialect as a result of education in it. And so, this acquisition study will weigh heavily on the tenability of proposals of BP dialect variation and language change by either confirming the claims of Pires (2002 Pires ( , 2006 or by not supporting the implications of his claims.
Methodology

6
This section details the design and methodology of the present study. The tests used are the same tests employed by Rothman and Iverson (2007) in an effort to make the heritage 6 It was suggested by a reviewer that due to an inherently unpredictable range of linguistic histories and competences, traditional / standard experimental designs are perhaps insufficient. This is an astute observation and worthy of serious consideration. Nevertheless, it is important to highlight that the heritage speakers in this study are extremely proficient speakers, although this does not mean that they are as good in reading (ability and comprehension) as age-matched monolinguals. In part, the patterns observed in this study suggest that such was not a confound (insofar as disparities were observed only in stimuli that examined knowledge of inflected infinitives specifically). Future research will benefit from this reviewer's suggestion, using more oral (elicited production) and listening measures to test for the same knowledge. It was also suggested that the appropriate control group should be one of European Portuguese speakers. This is problematic for several
The International Journal of Bilingualism speakers' data maximally comparable to their native control group and advanced L2 learner group. The first test was a grammaticality judgment task (GJT), which tested for distributional restrictions on the use of inflected infinitives (e.g., only in embedded clauses, not after the complimentizer que, not as embedded questions). Using Hornstein's (1999) diagnostics for testing properties of obligatory versus nonobligatory control, the second task tested for knowledge of interpretive restrictions on inflected versus uninflected infinitives such as possible readings under ellipsis and the (im)possibility of split antecedent interpretations of embedded null subjects.
Participants
The heritage language learner group consists of 11 individuals. Although this is a small sample size, making this study more exploratory, it is a considerable amount of subjects when one considers the total amount of BP speakers in the U.S. All of the individuals are highly fluent in BP and none of the individuals received consistent formal education in Portuguese, except for one who moved back and forth between the U.S. and Brazil whereby she was in Brazil between the ages of 7 and 13. Both parents of the heritage speakers are Brazilian and 8 of 11 participants were born in Brazil. In such a case, the participants moved to the U.S. before the age of eight (range 1 -8). All of the participants reported spending a significant amount of time in Brazil with family and a few reported moving back and forth throughout their childhood / adolescence. Moreover, all of the participants reported using Portuguese exclusively with their parents and other family members and all reported using Portuguese on a daily basis. The ages of the participants ranged from 18 to 25.
These heritage speakers are compared to two groups from Rothman and Iverson: (a) a group of educated native controls (n = 19) and (b) a group of English advanced adult learners of L2 Portuguese (n = 17). The age range of all three groups is comparable as are their levels of education (in a general sense) and their socioeconomic level. The main linguistic variable differentiating the heritage speakers from the other two groups is a lack of education in standard BP and exposure to standard BP input.
Test 1: Grammaticality Judgment / Correction task
The goal of the GJT was to test the participants' knowledge of the grammatical distribution of inflected infinitives. This GJT consisted of six sentences types, as in (9) through (13) (n = 5 each sentence type). Importantly, the directions made the difference between preference and grammaticality patently clear (via examples not related to inflected infinireasons. It ignores the fact that the target grammar is not the grammar of a Portuguese dialect, but the grammar that is actually attained by adult speakers of Brazilian Portuguese. The most educated speakers of Brazilian Portuguese master many if not all the properties of the standard grammar and yet, their standard grammar is clearly distinct from the grammar of European Portuguese. The latter is not a grammar acquired or learned by any Brazilian speakers (unless perhaps they grow up in an European Portuguese speaking environment), nor is it the standard grammar that is learned by educated speakers and used in the media and in formal settings. Sentences (9) and (10) exemplify grammatical uses of inflected infinitives. Sentences like (11b) are grammatical (as they are in English), however, similar sentences using inflected infinitives, as in (11a), are ungrammatical because inflected infinitives cannot be used in relative clause / embedded interrogative contexts. Sentences like (12) and (13) are all ungrammatical since inflected infinitives must be in embedded contexts although they never take the complementizer que. When participants deemed a sentence ungrammatical, they were asked to correct the sentence if they were able to do so. This procedure ensured that the learner indicated ungrammaticality for the right reason.
Test 2: Context Sentence Match task
Under the assumption that target knowledge of inflected infinitives must entail knowledge of related interpretive properties, this task tested for awareness of the obligatory
The International Journal of Bilingualism versus nonobligatory properties of control that differentiate uninflected versus inflected infinitives. Success or failure on this test provides evidence that the learner's underlying morphosyntactic system includes or does not include inflected infinitives. However, one may argue that learners could accomplish this task successfully, even without having target knowledge of inflected infinitives per se, if they simply realized that the Agr morphology bounds the subject. As we will see, this was not the case.
This task was a context / sentence-matching task, testing for knowledge of obligatory sloppy versus strict readings under ellipsis and the possibility (or not) of split antecedent interpretations of the null subjects of inflected versus uninflected infinitives. A context was provided followed by two sentences: (a) one that had an inflected infinitive and (b) one that had an uninflected infinitive. The participants were asked to circle the sentences that logically corresponded to the context. They were instructed to circle both sentences if they believed that both were possible. There were four types of context / sentence pairs, as in (14), of which there were 10 exemplars each (i.e., a total of 40 context matches). (14) When our father died my sister cried in front of everyone. As a result, she felt a little embarrassed. Later, she told me that she was very proud of me because she thought I was very strong. She never knew that I had also cried because nobody saw me cry. Yesterday was the most important day for soccer of the whole year. I thought we were going to win, but we lost. Now I am very sad and I don't want to go out. Truly, I just can't believe that we did not win. My girlfriend is also quite sad because now I don't want to leave my house. 
A minha melhor amiga, a Joana, não tem muito dinheiro mas precisa mudar fora da casa dos pais dela. Ela declara que ainda mora com eles para conservar dinheiro. Mas tem 28 anos e ela precisa ter mais liberdade e independência. Felizmente depois de dois anos de tentar convencê-la, ela aceitou a minha oferta de alugar um apartamento comigo.
My best friend, Joana, does not have a lot of money, but she needs to move away from her parents' house. She claims that she still lives with them to save money. However, she is 28 and needs to have more freedom and independence. Luckily, after two years of trying to convince her, she accepted my offer to rent an apartment with me. The contexts provided with the sentences effectively delimit the correct choice, which is to say, there was only one felicitous sentence for each context. Sentence matches with uninflected infinitives were expected for contexts like (14a) and (14c) since these contexts presented a sloppy reading under ellipsis and an environment that precluded a set-reading of the matrix subject and object as an antecedent respectively. Inflected infinitive sentences were the logical choice for contexts like (14b) and (14d) since these contexts presented a strict reading of the ellipsis site and a set reading that included the matrix subject and object as an antecedent.
Results and Discussion
This section is divided into three parts, two of which correspond to the empirical tests and the third of which corresponds to an overall discussion of the data. Each of the first two parts is subdivided into three components: (i) a descriptive analysis of the group results, (ii) a quantitative statistical analysis of the group data which compares the mean score performance across all groups, and (iii) a look at individual performances. First, a one-way ANOVA was employed and this was followed up by Tukey pair-wise comparisons when needed. The statistics were conducted using the mean number correct for each group. An answer was deemed correct if it was in accord with the theoretical analysis presented above, which was confirmed by the native control group.
Task 1
Descriptive analysis
The goal of the grammaticality judgment correction task was to test for knowledge of the (un)grammaticality of several types of (un)inflected infinitive sentences: declarative matrix predicates with inflected infinitival complements (DMP), factive matrix predicates (FMP) with inflected infinitival complements, inflected / uninflected infinitives as embedded interrogatives / relative clauses (InI EI / RC and Inf EI / RC, respectively), inflected infinitives in matrix clauses (MC InI), and inflected infinitives in embedded clauses after the complementizer que (InI w / que). The numerical analysis was based on the average number of sentences accepted in each context (n = 5 for each individual context).
As can be seen in Figure 1 , the heritage speaker group performed significantly differently from Rothman and Iverson's (2007) native control and advanced L2 learner groups, who performed strikingly similarly to each other. The relevant comparisons for this test were intergroup for each context, comparing the native control performance to both the heritage speakers and the English L2 learner performances, as well as the latter two groups' performances to each other. Unlike the other two groups, the heritage speakers do not demonstrate knowledge of the distribution of inflected versus noninflected infinitives previously discussed. That is, heritage speakers do not reliably
The International Journal of Bilingualism accept inflected infinitives in embedded contexts with declarative and factive matrix predicates although they do reliably accept uninflected infinitives in embedded interrogative / relative clause contexts. Also, they do not consistently reject inflected infinitives used as matrix verbs, after the complementizer que and inflected infinitives in embedded interrogative / relative clause contexts. In fact, they seemingly accept inflected infinitives in these ungrammatical contexts more than they do in actual grammatical contexts. I return to this observation in Section 5.3.
Statistical analysis
One-way ANOVA tests were used to quantify the group data. Statistical analysis revealed significant differences for all relevant comparisons, except for uninflected infinitives as embedded interrogatives / relative clauses: DMP (F = 40.1, p <.001); FMP (F = 45.3, p <.001); InI EI / RC (F = 55.5, p <.001); Inf EI / RC (F = 0.74, p =.48); MC InI (F = 78.6, p <.001); InI w / que (F = 49.4, p <.001). The fact that there were no significant differences in grammaticality judgments for uninflected infinitives as embedded interrogatives / relative clauses is not surprising since this infinitival use is grammatical in all dialects of Portuguese and in English. In light of the fact that the ANOVA revealed significant differences across the three groups for all other contexts, follow-up tests were performed to see where the significant differences lie. A significant difference was found between the natives and the heritage learners for all of these contexts (DMP (t = 5.28, p <.001); FMP (t = 5.91, p <.001); InI EI / RC (t = 6.42, p <.001); MC InI (t = 7.19, p <.001); InI w / que (t = 6.38, p <.001)); however, there was only a significant difference between the natives and L2 English speakers for inflected infinitives used after que (InI w / que, t = 3.04, p =.008). In comparing the heritage speakers to the L2 learners we note that they performed statistically differently from the L2 learners as well on all five of the same sentence types (DMP (t = 5.86, p <.001); FMP (t = 5.97, p <.001); InI EI / RC (t = 6.25, p <.001); MC InI (t = 6.71, p <.001); InI w / que (t = 5.11, p <.001)). All of this is summarized in Table 1 It is worth noting that although there is a native / L2 learner difference for one sentence type, inflected infinitives after the complementizer que (InI w / que), this divergence is quite different than the heritage speaker difference from both groups. The difference between the L2 learner group and the natives stems from the lack of native speaker variation, and is not indicative of gross deviation from target-like behavior, whereas the heritage learners performed very differently from both groups. When the averages of each group acceptance are compared (natives: 0., English L2: 0.53, heritage speakers: 3.36), it is evident that the English L2 speakers have an extremely high tendency (88%) to reject sentences in which inflected infinitives are used after the complementizer que, but heritage speakers did not (33%).
Individual results
Although the group results demonstrated that heritage speakers seemed to not have knowledge of inflected infinitives in sharp contrast to the native control and adult L2 learners, analyzing the individual data would allow us to determine whether the heritage speaker group trend accurately depicted all individual performances, or instead obscured important variation within the aggregate analysis. As can be seen in Table 2 , only two of 11 individual heritage speakers performed within the range of the native speakers for all sentence contexts. This is significant as it demonstrates that some of these heritage speakers acquired inflected infinitives. Heritage Speakers (d) and (h) performed entirely like the native controls, a point to which I return in Section 5.3. 
Descriptive analysis
This task tested the nonobligatory control properties of inflected infinitives as compared to obligatory control properties of uninflected infinitives (i.e., obligatory sloppy readings under ellipsis with uninflected infinitives, obligatory strict readings of the ellipsis site with inflected infinitives, as well as the (im)possibility of split antecedents for null subjects of embedded uninflected (PRO) and inflected (pro) infinitives). Since each sentence type allowed only one interpretation and each context clearly corresponded to one interpretation, answers were deemed incorrect either if the sentence chosen to match the context did not correspond to the structure that yielded the proper reading or if both sentences were circled. In the case of the heritage speakers only, many incorrect answers were a result of circling both options, which demonstrated that they had indeterminate knowledge. For this test, the relevant comparisons made were intergroup for each context, comparing the heritage speaker performance to both the natives and L2 groups. As can be seen in Figure 2 , the native and L2 groups' behavior was remarkably similar although the heritage speaker group's performance was markedly different from both groups. Only the natives and L2 learners performed as one would expect of a grammar that has inflected infinitives. Not surprisingly, however, all three groups correlated sloppy readings under ellipsis with uninflected infinitives and they did not allow split antecedent interpretations with PRO, the subject of the uninflected infinitive. This
The International Journal of Bilingualism is expected of all three groups since knowledge of obligatory control properties of uninflected infinitives is a given, which is to say, uninflected infinitives are part of every dialect of Portuguese and are the same in English. Conversely, heritage speakers performed somewhat randomly with respect to deriving strict reading interpretations of the ellipsis site with inflected infinitives and allowing split antecedent interpretations for the pro subject of inflected infinitives unlike the native control and L2 groups. This provides further evidence that only the heritage speaker group does not have inflected infinitives in its Portuguese grammar.
Statistical analysis
One-way ANOVA tests were used to quantify the group data. Statistical analysis of all contexts revealed significant differences across the groups in two contexts only, both of which involved the interpretive properties of inflected infinitives: in ellipsis contexts (Uninflected (Unin): F = 48.71, p <.001; Inflected (InI): F = 1.14, p =.33); in split antecedent contexts (w/PRO: F = 0.23, p =.79; w / pro: F = 37.91, p <.001). Therefore, follow-up tests were only needed for the two inflected infinitive contexts. As Rothman and Iverson (2007) demonstrated, there were no significant differences in any contexts between the natives and the advanced L2 learners. And so, these newly revealed intergroup differences must be between the heritage speakers and at least one, if not both of the other two groups. Indeed, the heritage speakers performed quite differently than the natives (ellipsis context (Inf): t = 6.26, p <.001) and split antecedent w / pro: t = 5.87, p <.001) and the L2 learners (ellipsis context (Inf): t = 5.83, p <.001) and split antecedent w / pro: t = 5.21, p <.001) in both inflected infinitive contexts. All of this can be seen in Table 3 below. Table 4 below provides the results of the individual performances on Task 2 for the heritage speaker group, which can be compared against the native speaker range. As was the case for Task I, the individual results for Task II more or less confirm the applicability of the group trends to the individual performances. In general, the heritage speakers performed significantly differently from the range of native speaker individuals. This confirms that the aggregate trend of having indeterminate knowledge of semantic properties of inflected infinitives is more or less representative of individual performances within the group, with the exception of the same two individuals from Task 1: (HL d) and (HL h). Table 4 HS Individual results Task 2
Inf w/ ellip InI w/ellip Inf Pro InI pro
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Discussion
The purpose of this section is to bring together the results of both tasks and discuss their possible significance. At first glance, the data from task one are a bit surprising. While on the one hand it is to be expected that heritage learners would reject felicitous uses of the inflected infinitive if indeed they do not have inflected infinitives in their grammar (which was confirmed by their tendency to judge as ungrammatical proper uses of inflected infinitives), it seems unexpected that they would judge as grammatical sentences in which inflected infinitives are used ungrammatically. That is, if their grammar is devoid of inflected infinitives, it is reasonable to anticipate that they would reject both good and bad uses, but this was not the case. In fact, they largely accepted inflected infinitives as matrix predicates, after the complementizer que and as embedded interrogatives or relative clauses. This is especially true at the individual level, which is to say, when one takes out the native-like performances of heritage Speakers (d) and (h), this subset aggregate data overwhelmingly show a tendency to accept the inflected infinitive form as grammatical in these contexts. In Figure 3 below, the averages of this subgroup, which excludes Speakers (d) and (h) can be seen as they compare to the native, L2 learner, and the superset heritage speaker groups.
Figure 3
Results Task 1 with Heritage Subgroup
The relevant statistical analyses of this subject heritage speaker group are presented in Table 5 below. So why would they accept what is wrong on the one hand and judge ungrammatical what is correct on the other? When one takes a closer look at the contexts and the types of corrections that the heritage speakers provided a pattern emerges. In the case that the sentences were rejected, the inflected infinitives were corrected most typically by simply inserting the complementizer que to the original sentences, although in a few cases the sentences were rewritten with que accompanied by (in most cases) an appropriate finite form. In the case an inflected infinitive was incorrectly accepted, it was always in a context in which a finite form (indicative or subjunctive) would have been grammatical (as the matrix verb, in an embedded relative clause construction and after que). Taken together, this pattern seems to indicate that heritage speakers analyze inflected infinitival morphology similarly to indicative / subjunctive morphology. That is, it seems that the identical agreement morpho-phonology that in one case has person / number / case features only (inflected infinitives) and in the other has person / number / case and tense features (indicative / subjunctive forms) is being analyzed as the later always. In the case that the heritage speakers corrected the sentences, this seemed to be motivated not by the inappropriate use of inflected infinitival morphology itself, but by the lack of an environment that would permit a finite form (i.e., without the complementizer que). And so, the contexts in which an inflected infinitive is grammatically impossible become possible if the inflected infinitival morphology is analyzed as some type of indicative / subjunctive form. This explains this seemingly unexpected data from Test 1.
The data of Test 2 strengthen the observation from Test 1, which indicates that the majority of heritage speakers have indeterminate knowledge of inflected infinitives.
While they interpret uninflected infinitives with obligatory control, they clearly have indeterminate knowledge that inflected infinitives display properties of nonobligatory control. As was the case in Test 1, however, heritage Speakers (d) and (h) performed like monolingual natives. Excluding their data, we see that the remaining subgroup of heritage speakers performed even more at chance levels than the superset aggregate on the two relevant contexts.
Figure 4
Results Task 2 (HS Subgroup) For the subset aggregate, deviant responses in general took one of two forms. Most typically, wrong responses reflected the circling of both choices despite the fact that the context clearly allowed only for either an inflected or uninflected infinitive. This behavior indicated confusion on the part of the heritage speaker when one compares this tendency with their perfect performance on contexts in which uninflected infinitives were expected. The second type of error, although less common, involved the changing of the otherwise correct inflected infinitive sentence by inserting que and, in few cases, by changing the inflected infinitive form to a truly finite morphological form. This latter type of correction provides further evidence that the heritage speakers analyze inflected infinitives as some type of finite verbal form. Furthermore, this behavior is revealing in that the directions did not specify that they could / should correct sentences. In fact, the directions made it clear that one of the two or both sentences was / were correct. It is reasonable to suppose that the heritage learners knew that an uninflected infinitive was not the best choice in light of these contexts; however, without grammatical knowledge of inflected infinitives they answered either randomly, confused by the sentences that seemingly had a finite verb without the complentizer que, or attempted to "fix" the second choice.
The discussion thus far supports the proposal that inflected infinitives are not acquired by heritage speakers, which is consistent with the hypothesis that inflected infinitives are no longer available in BP primary linguistic data (Pires, 2002 (Pires, , 2006 . However, if this were the case, then one would not expect there to be individuals in the heritage speaker group that have determinate knowledge of inflected infinitives. However, as we have discussed, there were two such heritage speakers. Before abandoning the hypothesis that BP primary linguistic data does not have inflected infinitives, we should take a closer look at the linguistic history of these particular individual heritage speakers to see if something differentiates them from the remainder of the group. A follow up interview revealed the following linguistic history. Heritage Speaker (d) was born in Brazil and moved to the U.S. when she was one year old. After spending several years in the U.S., including preschool, she moved back to Brazil just before 1 st grade. She was then educated in Brazil until the age of 13 when she returned to the East coast of the U.S. for the rest of her schooling. It is important to note that she classifies herself as English dominant, but unlike her peers in this study she did receive education in standard BP between the age of 7 and 13. In fact, she is the only heritage speaker to have received any type of education in Brazil past the first grade. This information gives us anecdotal evidence that inflected infinitives are imparted via formal education / exposure to the standard between the ages of eight (the oldest age at which English was introduced to any of the heritage speakers after leaving Brazil) and 13 (when this learner left Brazil for the second time). This also confirms the findings of Pires and Rothman (in progress) who report data from tests with BP children ranging from 6 -15 in which they pinpoint 11 -12 to be the age at which monolingual BP children have adult-like knowledge of inflected infinitives.
Heritage Speaker (h) is a different case in that he moved to the U.S. at eight and thus, received only a 1 st grade education in Brazil. It could be argued that this provides evidence that inflected infinitives are learned immediately via formal education (as early as 1 st grade), but this was not the case for other heritage speakers (n = 2) that also received a 1 st grade education in Brazil. However, it is interesting to note that the parents of this speaker were from different areas in Brazil where the vernacular varieties are quite different (the mother was from Curitiba and the father was from Rio de Janiero). In light of this fact, it is possible that the family language in his home was one of dialectal leveling, whereby it reflected more the standard BP dialect: the lingua franca of both parents. In such a case, heritage Speaker (h) was likely exposed to inflected infinitives, which by all accounts are instantiated in the standard variety.
There is another possible explanation for why these heritage learners do not come to acquire inflected infinitives, namely because they take BP to be a non-null subject grammar 7 . As discussed in Section 2.3, a language can only be positively set for the Inflection parameter (thus have inflected infinitives) if it is a null-subject language (Raposo, 1987) . It has been argued that BP has been in transition from a pro-drop language to a pro-retention language, evidenced by the frequency of overt subjects as compared to Spanish, Italian and even European Portuguese as well as an observed simplification of the morphological verbal paradigms in many colloquial dialects (see works in Kato & Negrão, 2000; Roberts, 2007) . If heritage speakers have a nonpro-drop BP grammar, then they must operate under the assumption that BP has one type of agreement morphology that is always specified for agreement and tense. Since the heritage speakers are bilingual, English-dominant speakers, it may be the case that it is most economical for these bilinguals to function with BP as a [-null subject] language (in the sense of Satterfield, 2003) . However, while not impossible, this is unlikely for several reasons. First, there is no argument that monolingual BP is a non-null-subject language in the sense that English is, but a hybrid type system in which unmarked subject forms with defined reference are expressed as full pronouns and null-subjects are conserved for expressing nonreferential subjects. That means that heritage learners would have received input (verbal morphology with nominal features and clear cases of pro subjects) to converge on a grammar that is a null-subject grammar for BP just like monolingual BP children. Furthermore, such an analysis would not explain the difference in the two heritage learners that did demonstrate target knowledge of inflected infinitives, nor could it explain the evidence found in the acquisition patterns of BP children (Pires, & Rothman, in progress) . Future research that independently tests for heritage speaker knowledge that BP is a null-subject grammar (such as testing for null-subject related knowledge of Overt Pronoun Constraint restrictions on interpretation) will enable us to (dis)confirm this alternative account.
Conclusions
The goal of modern linguistics is not only to describe, but also to explain, grammatical systems and how they come to be acquired. As a result, theoretical linguistics cannot be separated from acquisitional linguistics. Theoretical claims, whether they are about the structure of grammatical properties, their mental representation, language variation or change, have implications that must bear out under scrutiny from acquisition data. All too often this important relationship is functionally overlooked. However,
The International Journal of Bilingualism any theoretical proposal worthy of serious consideration must match the claims that it makes for acquisition. And so, acquisition facts gained from empirical evidence can be used to support theoretical proposals, inform them and / or motivate necessary changes to them. In the present case, lack of determinate knowledge of inflected infinitives by heritage language learners of BP as compared to educated natives and adult L2 learners educated in the standard dialect provides preliminary evidence in support of claims that colloquial BP dialects have lost inflected infinitives (Botelho-Pereira et al., 1993; Lightfoot, 1991; Pires, 2002 Pires, , 2006 . I use the word preliminary since there is another acquisition prediction which would confirm the conclusions drawn from this data; that is, child acquirers of BP should also have indeterminate knowledge of inflected infinitives until they receive sufficient exposure to the standard dialect and linguistic education in formal schooling. This is true since one could argue that heritage language learners are not the ideal candidates given issues of cross-linguistic transfer, incomplete acquisition and / or possible linguistic attrition. Given the fact that these heritage speakers are English-dominant, it is possible that inflected infinitives have been attrited from their Portuguese grammar. This claim, however, assumes that inflected infinitives were acquired by them and later lost, which further assumes that they were exposed with environmental input that sufficiently provided positive evidence for this property. Although, in such a case, why would two of the 11 learners have conserved inflected infinitives while the other nine lost them? Another possibility is that the heritage language learners suffered incomplete acquisition of particular structures in BP as a result of the introduction of the English grammar. Again, it makes an implicit assumption that such a property was exemplified in the BP input to which they had exposure.
I argue that both of these possibilities are unlikely. The first idealizes a situation in which some structures had been acquired, but due to issues of language use and type of exposure to a given property is lost. However, none of the learners reported a change in the type of input or frequency over time. That is, they all use Portuguese everyday, have received ample input from the same sources throughout their lives and reported Portuguese as the exclusive family language at home. Moreover, given the frequency with which they use Portuguese, they have all remained very active bilinguals who cannot be reliably differentiated from monolingual speakers, at least phonologically. Secondly, if incomplete acquisition were an issue, one could logically expect to see a difference in knowledge between those individuals exposed to English as early as one year and those as late as eight years of age since the introduction of the second grammar was introduced at different crucial periods of linguistic development. Over half of the 11 heritage speakers (n = 6) were six years or older when English was first introduced, an age at which the adult native grammar is largely considered to have reached a steadystate (Guasti, 2002) . Interestingly, however, only one of these six demonstrated target knowledge of inflected infinitives.
Ultimately, heritage language learners may be a fruitful source to test effects of literacy on the acquisition of particular properties. Such a reality brings to our attention the fact that language standardization and literacy can shape the grammars of native speakers who are educated and thus mask important language change in vernacular varieties. It is a fact that heritage language speakers are likely to receive little input from the standard dialect insofar as they, by definition, grow up with more functional and less formal contact with the heritage language. And so, if formal education is a necessary variable for the acquisition of some properties, particularly those lost in vernacular varieties and conserved by the standard dialect, it is safe to assume that their grammars will be devoid of them.
Innovative work by Silvina Montrul (2004 Montrul ( , 2005 Montrul ( , 2006 Montrul ( , 2007a and Maria Polinsky (1997a ,b, 2005 has recognized the importance of examining heritage language grammars under the assumption that it can inform us on several different fronts. Essentially, they assume a position of incomplete acquisition or attrition to explain how heritage language learners' grammars can be different from monolingual grammars, especially in their competence of important interpretive differences (e.g., where the indicative / subjunctive distinction renders a semantic difference in presupposition, see Montrul, 2007a) . To say nothing of the fact that it is virtually impossible to differentiate a posteriori between attrition and incomplete acquisition for adult learners since in either case one must render an assumption based on a retrospective reporting of acquisitional circumstances, claiming that heritage speaker differences must ensue from attrition or incomplete acquisition ignores another possibility. That is to say, both attritional or incomplete acquisition accounts idealize a situation in which all of the missing properties were available to the heritage language learner to acquire in the first place, and for some reason they were acquired then lost or never acquired at all. This may very well be the case for some properties (maybe even most), especially properties that are harder to acquire such as lexical semantics and properties at the syntax-pragmatics interface (Montrul, 2004; Sorace, 2004; Tsimpli, Sorace, Heycock, & Filiaci, 2004) . However, there is another possibility: namely, that heritage language learners do not acquire particular properties because they are, simply put, not exposed to certain structures that are effectively transmitted via formal education. Such a reality would not make these properties any less grammatical, but merely highlight the fact that literacy can come to affect grammatical systems, providing learners with input containing properties that are not exemplified in colloquial dialects. Since the eventual answer to the question how is competence determined in heritage speakers must include tenable proposals accounting for native / heritage competence differences, it is of no small consequence to highlight the fact that researchers must examine the input type heritage speakers receive, ensuring that the input unambiguously provides triggers (relevant features) for the properties under investigation before taking a position that incomplete acquisition and attrition are the causes of observable differences. In the future, longitudinal studies of individual heritage learners will be able to control for the necessary variables to be able to differentiate between these three possible sources for native / heritage competence differences, most likely revealing that all three possibilities couple together to explain the full gamut of relevant differences.
The present study has brought attention to the fact that heritage language speakers are an important, largely untapped source for linguistic inquiry. Not only are they interesting to study for the unique nature of their process of language acquisition, but they serve as a bridge to investigate the role that literacy can have on linguistic competence as well as a test case for language change proposals insofar as they enable a disentangling of variables that are otherwise impossible in educated monolingual speakers. The findings
The International Journal of Bilingualism of the present study provide conditional evidence of language change in BP supporting Pires' and others claims and suggest a deterministic role for literacy in the acquisition of particular grammatical properties. Further research in child BP acquisition of inflected infinitives will strengthen the implications of this study. Moreover, if literacy is a necessary variable to acquire particular grammatical properties argued to have undergone linguistic change in colloquial dialects, other studies that examine heritage speakers' knowledge of similar properties will continue to have implications for dialectal variation and language change theorizing. 10. 2007 
